I. INTRODUCTION
We know little about what law professors do and how they spend their time.
1 While we know law professors' teaching loads, we do not know how many hours they spend preparing for classes, interacting with students outside of the classroom, developing and grading assignments, updating their syllabi, or otherwise investing in their teaching skills, let alone how they spend their time pursuing all of these activities. Similarly, while we know quite a bit about how much law professors publish and about the quality and impact of their scholarship, we do not know how they identify topics for inquiry, research, write, and publish, or how much time they spend on these endeavors. Finally, while we know a fair amount about law professors' service commitment, such as their committee assignments and public speaking engagements, we do not know how much time and how they spend their time on service activities. In short, we know very little about law professors' work habits.
What we do not know matters. Law professors' work habits can inform the development of best practices and benchmarks in legal academia, as well as reveal aggregate patterns regarding how law professors spend their time. In turn, these insights can be used for mentoring and training junior faculty; informing individual and institutional decision-making about resource allocation; improving teaching, scholarship, and service work habits; and informing normative discussions about what law professors and law schools should be doing in the face of mounting criticisms of legal education. Yet the diagnostic virtues of timekeeping may be inherently intertwined with destructive time management qualities inconsistent with the intellectual and contemplative core mission and objectives of legal academia.
This Essay imagines a world in which law professors tracked their work hours, recording how much time they spent teaching, researching, and on service, as well as brief descriptions of their activities.
2 What would such a world look like? Part II identifies some of the diagnostic attributes of the academic "billable" hour, explores the potential destructive dark side of timekeeping, and examines the nature of the relationship between the diagnostic and destructive qualities of recording academic time. While foreign to academic lawyers, the billable hour has been a feature of law practice for a while now; Part III introduces some of the insights and lessons law professors might learn from lawyers, chief among these the need to separate the diagnostic virtues of timekeeping from adverse punitive compensation consequences and the wisdom of putting in place an apparatus of ethical time recording before purporting to implement academic timekeeping. Part IV imagines some of the political implications of recording academic time, and Part V briefly explores some of the normative discussions timekeeping might help inform.
2. See infra note 19 and accompanying text; infra Part III (comparing law professors recording their time to lawyers tracking the billable hour).
II. IMAGINING THE ACADEMIC "BILLABLE" HOUR: DIAGNOSTIC INSIGHTS AND DESTRUCTIVE QUALITIES
We know very little about law professors' work habits. 3 Academic timekeeping is likely to generate ample data and knowledge about what law professors do, yielding significant diagnostic insights informing individual, institutional, and systemic decision-making in legal academia. At the same time, however, timekeeping's dark side may undermine the very mission and culture of the academic enterprise in law schools.
A. The Diagnostic Virtues of Academic Timekeeping
Imagining what legal academia would look like if law professors were to record their time, we might start with the world as we know it: one without timekeeping.
First, consider scholarship. We do have ample data about the quality of legal scholarship. 4 At the hiring stage, law schools carefully scrutinize the quality of candidates' scholarship based on the expertise available on their appointments committee and faculty, increasingly a meaningful examination because entry-level candidates commonly have more than one published paper available. 5 Similarly, promotion to tenure decisions entail a close examination of candidates' work informed by the insights of outside reviewers who are experts in the relevant fields of study. 6 In addition, high quality published work tends to be recognized, discussed, engaged with, and cited by courts, policy makers, and peers with relevant subject-matter expertise. Next, in recent years, some preliminary limited evidence has emerged regarding the scholarly productivity of law professors. 7 Admittedly, some of the productivity data is Like their productivity counterparts, these measures are often quite inexact. Citation counts often do not exclude self-citations (a professor citing his own previous work will pick up citation counts), and do not distinguish between types of citations (ranging from a substantive engagement with the key arguments made in the paper, to brief substantive references, to a citation to an esoteric point made in the paper or a string citation). SSRN downloads are similarly subject to some manipulation. 10 Nonetheless, we know quite a bit about the quality, productivity, and impact of legal scholars and legal scholarship.
In contrast, we virtually know nothing about law professors' habits of scholarship.
11 "How to" style guides purport to instruct new law professors about the scholarly craft, how to identify topics, research, write, and publish. 12 However, there is almost no empirical analysis examining whether this sage advice is followed by law professors. Consequently, we do not know how law professors select topics for research, how they research, how much time they dedicate to their research, how and when they write, constitutes "best scholarly practices" (and for that matter, "worst practices" either).
In a historical context, knowing so little about the habits of legal scholarship is not surprising. Until recently we knew relatively little about law practice in general, 13 rendering our ignorance about academic law practice par for the course. Since we did not know about what lawyers do, how they practice, and the challenges they face, it was hardly a surprise that we did not know what academic lawyers-that is, law professors-do. Appropriately, the practice of law is now the subject of robust empirical study and academic law practice ought not to be exempt from the very scrutiny lawyers are subjected to.
14 Now imagine what we would learn if law professors were to record their scholarly time. To begin with, consider a productive law professor who produces high quality work. Timekeeping would reveal how much time she spends on her scholarship and how she spends it, and would help generate valuable best practices in terms of identifying topics of inquiry, habits, and strategies for conducting research, writing, and publishing. In addition, the data can help establish benchmarks for different types of scholarly projects ranging from short essays and book reviews to articles and book projects.
Next, consider a law professor who is not particularly productive but publishes high quality work. Timekeeping insights could equally contribute to generating valuable data and learning from the work habits of others. To the extent that one is unproductive because of investing insufficient time in her scholarship or pursuing ineffective scholarly habits, benchmarks generated by more productive colleagues who publish high quality work could inform the law professor's habits and decisions regarding time allocation. As importantly, tracking the time of those who invest ample time to produce high quality work but publish infrequently may shed important light on work habits and help generate more nuanced best practices and benchmarks for an array of legal publications.
At the same time, we have a lot to learn from those who regularly publish mediocre work. Here too, timekeeping may reveal valuable information about work habits. It can help diagnose insufficient time commitments, assessed both given one's recorded scholarly hours and against the benchmarks generated by colleagues producing high quality work, and thus inform individual and institutional decisions regarding allocation of research and writing resources. Moreover, those who produce relatively poor-quality work notwithstanding committing long hours to their scholarship may help reveal insights about ineffective or "worst" work habits and may in turn learn from the best practices of productive high-quality colleagues. Finally, were those who produce comparatively little scholarship of relative low quality to record their time, the data generated could help us understand, identify, and avoid poor and unproductive work habits. All of this knowledge could be used to train and mentor new scholars as well as assist struggling law professors, improve scholarly habits, and inform individual and institutional decision-making about scholarship.
Second, consider teaching. As is the case with scholarship, we already know quite a bit about how much law professors teach, the quality of the instruction, and its impact. Specifically, we know law professors' course loads and how many students they teach; we know some about the quality of their teaching as assessed by colleagues during promotion processes and by student evaluations; and we have some information about the impact of law professors' teaching, if only anecdotally from former students.
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Yet there is so much we do not know and could find out if law professors were to record their teaching time. How much time and how do law professors prepare for their classes? Does the preparation time and manner of preparation vary across different types of classes (big required classes, small required classes, electives, seminars, etc.) and how so? Does it in turn impact quality of teaching and learning? How much time and how do law professors spend time with their students outside of the classroom explaining materials, advising, and mentoring? How much time and what strategies are deployed to develop and grade class exercises and exams? To keep current with class materials and to revise syllabi? Timekeeping would help answer all of these questions and more, generating best (and worst) practices, benchmarks, and knowledge about 15 teaching. In turn, these insights can be used to improve law professors' teaching and students' learning.
Third, we know some about the visible aspects of law professors' service inside and outside of their law schools, from committee assignments and service to public speaking engagements to commenting on other colleagues' work. 16 If law professors were to keep their time, however, we would know so much more about their service work habits. How much time and how do law professors serve on committees in and outside of law schools? Consult or offer pro bono legal services? 17 Contribute to law reform efforts? Speak about their work or otherwise? Author or contribute to amicus briefs?
In sum, we know very little about what law professors do. We know practically nothing about law professors' habits of scholarship. We do not know how and why law professors identify possible topics for research, when and how often they research and write, how and to what extent they interact with others' work, how much time they dedicate to any particular scholarly project and to scholarship in general, what projects they are working on, and how they approach and decide where to publish. While teaching loads are easy to observe, we know little about how law professors prepare for classes and how much time and how they spend time with students outside of the classroom. We also know little about law professors' service. While certain service components are easily observable, like committee assignments, we generally do not know how much time and how law professors serve within and outside of their institutions.
What we do not know matters. This is not a generic argument about the benefits of "informational regulation," pursuant to which more data is always better than less data because additional information about work habits would allow law professors and other legal academia actors to be generally more informed and better positioned to make decisions regarding the allocation of time. 18 Rather, if law professors were to learn from lawyers and record their time, 19 keeping track of both how much time they spend on various tasks as well as of what they actually do when performing aspects of their job, we could, specifically, use the data to generate best scholarly, teaching, and service habits (and avoid worst habits) as well as establish benchmarks for various tasks. Notably, the diagnostic insights of timekeeping reach far beyond generating best practices and benchmarks that may inform individual decision-making by law professors regarding their work habits; they also reach into institutional and systemic decision-making by law schools and legal academia.
Poor training and mentoring, an increasingly well-documented phenomenon in the practice of law, 20 has been a familiar theme in legal academia in part because law schools have little in the way of accumulated knowledge to impart on newcomers to the practice of academic law. 21 Timekeeping resulting in robust insights about what law professors do and how they do it well would constitute the very body of knowledge law schools could use to train and mentor junior faculty members, providing guidance into the core practices of teaching, scholarship, and service. Best practices, the avoidance of bad practices, and benchmarks for effective teaching, scholarship, and service are exactly the kind of knowledge-based advice junior colleagues need in order to make informed decisions about how to allocate their time and resources for becoming great law professors.
Within and across law schools, aggregated findings regarding scholarship, teaching, and service hours may generate valuable institutional data. For example, do men and women faculty members shoulder equal burdens of service and teaching in terms of hours spent at work? 23 burdens? In a world in which law professors were to record their time, law schools would be able to answer these questions and use the informationalong with existing data about quality, quantity, and impact of scholarship, teaching, and service-to make informed decisions about the allocation of resources in legal academia.
If it turns out, for example, that tenure-track junior faculty dedicate disproportionate time to teaching, law schools would be able to better assess how time is spent, direct resources to those who might need assistance, and consider granting pre-tenure leaves to allow junior colleagues to focus on their scholarship. If aggregated timekeeping data revealed that women faculty disproportionately shoulder administrative and service burdens at law schools compared with their male counterparts, law schools could take measures to ensure that all faculty members have more equal opportunities to invest in their teaching and writing, thus protecting some from over-service. Or, if recorded time established that women faculty disproportionately perform emotional labor at law schools, 24 managing the displayed feelings and emotions of students, faculty, and staff inherent in the stressful environment of law schools, the institutions could either pay for this labor or spread it more equally among all law professors.
Imagining legal academia informed by the insights of law professors' timekeeping, however, should not exaggerate its benefits. While the diagnostic virtues of timekeeping-learning about law professors' work habits, generating best practices and benchmarks, establishing a body of knowledge for purposes of training and mentoring, and revealing patterns of work allocation among faculty members-would be significant, they ought not distract us or belittle the inherent importance of quality, productivity, impact, talent, and skill. Developing solid work habits is important and likely to improve law professors' scholarship, teaching, and service, yet it is no substitute and no guarantee of quality, productivity, and impact. 25 Put differently, adhering to effective work habits is a necessary but insufficient condition for being a good law professor. In addition to putting in effort measured in terms of hours worked, one has to be a quality, productive, and impactful law professor. What we do not know about law professors' work habits ought to supplement but not replace what we do know about the quality, quantity, and impact of law professors' teaching, scholarship, and service. 
B. The Destructive Qualities of Academic Timekeeping
Timekeeping's dark side is its managerial quality, part and parcel of the "new public management" attitude, an organizational style sweeping through public agencies calling for "doing more with less" by adopting private industries' techniques of "doing business."
26 For universities and law schools the move is from trusting "professional standards and expertise," 27 namely a shift from quality as determined by objective standards of scholarship, teaching, and service to "more explicit and measurable (or at least checkable) standards of performance," 28 for example, measurable "billable" academic hours.
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The potentially destructive quality of timekeeping is its slippery slope, unleashing a monster within legal academia which begins with informing teaching, scholarship, and service, but may end up replacing substantive assessment of work with increased documentation requirements (such as detailed breakdown of academic hours) and an intensified organizational hierarchy and unintended bureaucracy. 30 As Chad Oldfather explains, means of informational regulation can directly affect the regulated actor's conduct, that is, "the very process of complying with a disclosure requirement can . . . lead to changes in the underlying activity." 31 Here, mandating timekeeping can affect the very work law professors do and abstain from doing, known as the "'you manage what you measure'" effect. 32 Imagine a world in which law professors, instead of engaging in contemplative intellectual work, are reduced to the role of near-clerks who are supervised by a technocratic manager or efficiency expert, 33 Timekeeping may impact the very nature and culture of the academic enterprise, legal academia included. 34 When law professors teach, research, and serve, the argument goes, they ought to be thinking about teaching, scholarship, and service, and not be concerned with, or even mindful of, the passage of time. For example, when a law professor is mentoring a student or serving on a committee, her entire mental capacity ought to be devoted to the undertaking, whereas being mindful of the time might constitute a distraction negatively affecting the very underlying activity. Quality-thoughtful research takes time, and timekeeping, with its implied message of push for efficiency and "doing more with less time," is inherently inconsistent with its contemplative time-consuming nature.
The argument-sometimes referred to as the Slow Professor movement 35 is that what law professors need to do (especially in the current day and age of calls for greater productivity and impact) is slow down and take the time to do their jobs well. Quality teaching, researching, and service are inherently and constitutively contemplative, and timekeeping is inherently inconsistent with acting slowly, deliberatively, and thoughtfully. The very exercise of timekeeping quantifies and commodifies the academic undertaking, making law professors more likely to impose artificial timelines and time restraints on tasks that ought not be so constrained.
Moreover, arguably the diagnostic virtues of academic timekeeping are inherently connected to, and cannot be separated from, the dark side of recording time and its potentially destructive qualities. Consider Annelise Riles' law professor amateur. This is the essence, according to Riles, of legal academia.
Timekeeping, however, is part of the "crisis around the nature and management of time," the problem of not being able to secure the time to think. 44 The dark side of timekeeping is that it threatens thinking and ushers in a managerial culture that looks suspiciously at "open moments," creating incentives to spend time in more productive ways. 45 In sum, and at the risk of overdoing the Star Wars metaphor, the very diagnostic virtues and force of timekeeping-allowing us to find out whether law professors are professional amateurs-carries with it a dark side of time management that undercuts thinking and time pauses-the very essence of legal amateurism. destructive qualities of timekeeping. Generating diagnostic insights does not require making time recording a permanent feature of legal academia. While developing best practices and benchmarks, building a knowledgebase for training and mentoring, and documenting work habit patterns across legal academia does entail a comprehensive exercise of timekeeping, the diagnostic insights can be generated by a time-limited grand experiment, say over a year's time. In contrast, the destructive forces of timekeeping, undermining the intellectual and contemplative culture of legal academia and undercutting spaces to think, are likely to take time, years, to play out. One can imagine successfully navigating the diagnostic and destructive sides of academic timekeeping by simply casting it as a one-time, year-long experiment.
On the other hand, the thought experiment about the academic "billable" hour is far from a straightforward proposition because both its diagnostic and destructive attributes depend on complex assumptions about legal academia and law professors. The destructive dark side of timekeeping assumes that legal academia is an intellectual contemplative paradise of sorts, inhibited by law professors who spend their time thinking big thoughts about teaching, scholarship, and service. What we know, however, about the quality, productivity, and impact of teaching, scholarship, and service suggests it is not so. At the same time, the diagnostic virtues of timekeeping depend on assumptions about law professors, for example, that they will not cheat when recording their time.
How does timekeeping affect professional enterprises? Are law professors likely to cheat? For clues and answers we might turn next to law practice and learn from the experience of lawyers with the billable hour.
III. LESSONS FROM THE BILLABLE HOUR IN LAW PRACTICE
While the lure of finding out what law professors do may be compelling, requiring law professors to record their time ought to take account of the many critiques of the billable hour in law practice. The billable hour has been characterized as a disincentive to efficient practice; a cause of over-lawyering and even fraudulent billing practices; a reason for work-life concerns, and even outright lawyer unhappiness; a reason for decreased mentorships and reduced investments in junior lawyers and public service; and a negative factor souring the legal profession's culture. 46 If these ills are true and if they would equally The billable hour became increasingly common between the 1950s and 1970s, 47 introduced by lawyers seeking higher compensation who wanted to replace gentlemanly understandings about the value of legal services with fees calculated as the product of lucrative hourly rates and hours spent serving clients. 48 Notwithstanding its self-serving nature, the billable hour changed the landscape of the attorney-client relationship in terms of transparency: instead of obscure bills for "services rendered," billable hours allowed clients a window into what their lawyers were doing. 49 As between clients and lawyers, the innovation of the billable hour effectively married market incentives and transparency, quickly becoming an accepted standard.
At law firms, the billable hour served additional functions. Not only was it used to charge clients for partners' and associates' time, but it served as an internal monitoring and governance procedure. Partners could use associates' recorded time not only to bill clients, but also to assess the performance and progress of associates. Similarly, partners could observe and monitor their counterparts' time to ensure against shirking. 50 Yet, the benefits of timekeeping-an effective and transparent means of billing, and serving as an internal monitoring mechanism within firms-did not come without disadvantages.
First, the billable hour constitutes a disincentive for being efficient: a smart, fast lawyer who can complete a task in thirty minutes can only bill a client for half an hour, whereas a slower, less efficient lawyer who takes twice the time is able to bill double, seemingly punishing the faster lawyer for her efficiency. The efficiency disincentive is less pronounced when lawyers are busy: the more efficient lawyer will bill as many hours as she'd like, whereas the inefficient attorney will fall behind; it is more troubling when lawyers are not fully has been an astute defender of the billable hour, or more accurately, a skeptic observer of critiques of it. See Douglas R. Richmond employed because the more efficient lawyer will work less and bill less. 51 Some fee policies can mitigate the effects of the efficiency disincentive. For example, more efficient lawyers can charge a higher hourly rate than less efficient lawyers, 52 but only if clients and partners can observe the faster or better quality of the more efficient lawyer.
Second and relatedly, the billable hour provides a reason to over-lawyer assignments. A lawyer paid by the hour or having to meet billable targets has an incentive to explore every aspect of every issue, leaving no stone unturned, whereas an attorney not compensated hourly is better positioned to make professional judgment calls about concluding work on a matter when the marginal benefit to the client is negligible. 53 This incentive could be mitigated by helping lawyers acquire professional skills and hone professional judgment, 54 which would allow them to make reasonable and informed judgments about how much time to spend on a matter by investing in the formation of their professional identity as ethical lawyers who act consistent with clients' best interests.
Third, the billable hour triggers a concern about fraud, creating an incentive for lawyers to over-state their time to increase their compensation (or to meet their billable targets) when the client (or the partner) cannot directly observe their time. 55 As is the case with over-lawyering, the incentive to over-bill can be mitigated by investments in the professional identity of individual lawyers and in the ethical culture and infrastructure of law firms. 56 Market controls, such as lawyers' reputations for integrity, as well as statutory controls, like rules of professional conduct and regulatory enforcement (for example, discipline) also alleviate concerns about cheating.
Two developments have aggravated the disadvantages of the billable hour: the increasingly direct linkage between the billable hour and compensation and escalating billable targets. For some lawyers, there has always been a direct link between the billable hour and compensation. Solo practitioners, for example, have long had their compensation tied to the billable hour in the sense that additional billed hours led to higher compensation and lower hours resulted in lower pay. For others, however, the relationship has been less direct. Large law firm associates-indeed, associates in general-usually receive a set salary irrespective of billable hours. Of course, law firms big and small often set explicit or implicit billable targets and those who fail to meet their expectancies may experience pressures to bill more or be at risk of losing their jobs, but compensation itself was not directly linked to billable hours. Similarly, partners often had hard or soft billable targets and failure to meet them may have led, over time, to adjustment in compensation, but generally there was no direct link between billable hours and compensation. Indeed, the relationship may have been counterintuitive: rainmakers or "finders" who spent considerable amount of time on business development may have ended up billing less for actual legal work but experienced no decline in compensation, quite the contrary. 57 Yet, as law firms have begun to more explicitly focus on the financial bottom line, the relationship between billable hours and compensation has grown increasingly more direct. 58 Not only have bonuses at some firms become directly linked to billable hour targets for both associates and partners, but failure to meet billable targets has led to more immediate and direct consequences in terms of compensation. Relatedly, as the "eat what you kill" culture became more widespread, law firms concerned with profitability and its perception began to increase the billable targets for associates and sometimes for partners as well. 59 The combined effect of these two trends has led to several well documented negative consequences. Commentators argue that increased billable targets more directly connected to compensation have led to an unhealthy and unsustainable work-life balance at BigLaw and outside of it. incentivized to work longer and longer hours have found themselves with fewer personal hours and a professional life increasingly crowding out the personal. This, in turn, has led to purported increased unhappiness and dissatisfaction among lawyers that is attributed to the billable hour. 61 Increased billable targets informing compensation also lead to negative incentives to mentor and train junior associates because every hour of mentoring and training is an hour not billed to a client. 62 Finally, the trends fuel concerns about inequities and reduced diversity in the legal profession: the decline of training and mentorship and emphasis on the billable hour mean that those who can fend for themselves, for example, those endowed with ample relationships and know how about the firm-historically, white heterosexual men-are more likely to succeed than those who have smaller endowments of social and cultural capital and are disproportionately affected by diminished training and mentorship. 63 Importantly, for lawyers, the negative consequences associated with the billable hour and aggravated by a heightened focus on the financial bottom line and increased billable targets are all grounded in and are the result of the inherent connection between keeping time and billing it to clients. That is, none of these negative consequences follow from lawyers' timekeeping. Rather, they follow from the tie between recording time and billing it, leading to compensation consequences. For law professors, and this is key, there is no such inherent relationship between recording time and compensation, and no reason to tie timekeeping with monetary consequences. As opposed to practicing lawyers, law professors can have all the benefits associated with timekeeping-generating data about work habits-without any of the negative consequences associated with billing the time-inefficiencies, over-lawyering, over-billing, work-life challenges, decreased training and mentorship, and diminished equality and diversity.
A. Cheating and Time Padding 64 : Separating the Diagnostic from the Punitive
To begin with, there is some irony in worrying about law professors' cheating and time padding. Law professors spend their time training and preparing lawyers, many of whom will regularly keep their time, to practice, on the fundamental assumption that lawyers can and should act honestly and avoid over-billing clients, the contrary pressures and incentives notwithstanding. If law professors believe that most or even many lawyers cannot and do not keep time honestly because such practice is not possible, they should not be teaching at law schools and should not be sending their students to an unavoidable and inevitable corrupting profession. Law professors, as a condition for acting morally in their role as law professors, must therefore believe that ethical timekeeping is possible for lawyers.
Next, two lessons emerge from the analysis of lawyers' billable hour. First, if ethical timekeeping is possible for practicing lawyers, 65 it is surely possible for law professors who do not experience nearly the pressures and incentives lawyers face to over-bill. In any event, the same professional training, policies, procedures, and mechanisms used to combat the threat of over-billing in the practice of law, from the development of ethical professional identity to oversight and monitoring, could be deployed in legal academia. Yet, learning from law practice suggests that academic timekeeping should not be put in place, permanently or even as an experiment, before appropriate training in ethical timekeeping is offered and an oversight apparatus (for example, spot checking), is conceived of to reduce the probability of cheating. 66 Second, if lawyers over-bill, they do so to enhance their compensation, meet billable targets, or because they are greedy, none of which apply to law professors whose compensation is not (and should not be) tied to the billable hour. If academic timekeeping was to be detached from compensation, law professors would simply have little financial reason to over-bill. The lesson from law practice here is the importance of separating the diagnostic aspects of timekeeping from its potential punitive consequences, such as adverse effects on compensation. If law professors knew that their timekeeping data would not affect their compensation in any way, the incentive to cheat would be greatly reduced.
Moreover, even if in the long run-after law professors' aggregate time recording was used to generate benchmarks for effective academic practice and best practices-timekeeping was to be used to inform law professors' compensation decisions at some law schools, it would still not generate the kind of negative incentives practicing lawyers routinely experience because law schools would also have additional data points to assess the performance of their faculty members like number of classes taught, student evaluations, contact hours, committee service, number of scholarly publications and their quality, etc. The combined effect of putting in place an apparatus to ensure ethical timekeeping and divorcing the diagnostic insights from punitive compensation consequences might go a long way toward reducing concerns about the academic "billable" hour.
B. The Cost of Timekeeping
In the short run, during the aggregate data gathering stage generating collective benchmarks and best policies regarding work habits, individual law professors will not benefit from timekeeping. Only once the aggregate data has been collected and mined will individual faculty members benefit from the insights generated to assess, inform, and improve their work habits.
Admittedly, in the short run, while they are not benefiting from the undertaking, law professors will incur a cost related to timekeeping, namely, lost timekeeping time. Notably, while lawyers routinely keep time, they do so out of necessity and in return get paid such that the cost of timekeeping is more than offset by the benefits of it, especially given that no cheaper alternatives for billing clients have emerged as an effective substitute for the billable hour.
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For law professors, in contrast, time lost to recording time is in the short run a net cost, time taken away from other more productive tasks, such as teaching, service, and scholarship. Once again, however, learning from the experience of practicing lawyers can benefit law professors. Practically speaking, there are many timekeeping programs available in the marketplace to allow law professors to begin recording their time immediately and conveniently. Just as lawyers and law firms have developed conventions about timekeeping categories and matters, so can law professors. Indeed, given that the main objective of academic timekeeping is generating aggregate data, it is imperative to develop, in advance, agreed-upon categories such that all law professors can keep time consistently and universally. 68 For purposes of this Essay, it is unnecessary to spell out the final details of academic timekeeping. No doubt, law professors will track time for at least the three major components of their job: teaching, service, and scholarship. Teaching may include categories such as classroom instruction, classroom preparation, student contact hours, and supervision. Service may include 68. Devising in advance universal categories of timekeeping for all law professors to record constitutes a form of informational design. See Sage, supra note 66. categories such as committee service, university service, administrative tasks, student mentoring, collegial mentoring, pro bono work, Continuing Legal Education and community talks, intellectual exchanges (such as commenting on others' work), and public service. Scholarship categories may include researching, writing, participating in conferences, and presenting one's work. Additional categories may include consulting, expert work, etc.
Regular daily timekeeping will take some time getting used to, especially given how foreign it is to academic work, and law professors will be able to benefit from training materials readily available in law practice. Over time, however, the imposition on law professors' time and thus the cost of timekeeping is likely minimal. Lawyers do not report the actual time spent keeping time as a significant imposition, and law professors, even those who have not practiced law and have no previous experience keeping time, will easily adjust to the commitment. To further reduce the cost of recording academic time, law professors could keep their time in thirty-minute units as opposed to the customary six-minute units observed by lawyers. While the latter divide each hour into ten parts to efficiently bill clients, law professors could collectively gain ample knowledge about work habits in two hourly increments.
C. Mandatory Versus Voluntary Timekeeping
The only "agenda" of timekeeping is to generate work habit aggregate data to inform and improve the professional lives of law professors and inform institutional decisions by law schools about time allocation of their faculties. The "billable" hour thought experiment does not assume that some law professors are not working hard enough. It does not aim to expose such a contingent or incentivize it to work harder. 69 In fact, diagnostic timekeeping entails no normative assumptions about how hard law professors ought or ought not work.
Rather than assuming a problem, time recording is motivated by a desire to generate aggregate data about what law professors do and how they do it, such that best practices and benchmarks can be developed to allow both individual law professors and institutional actors-law schools-to make more informed decisions about how to spend time and how to assess it, alongside the existing measures of quality, productivity, and impact. While it is the most successful law professors, the best teachers, the best institutional actors, and the best scholars that we have the most to learn from in terms of how they spend their time, exactly because we do not know how much time law professors spend at work or how they spend it, we have a lot to learn from collecting data about the work habits of all law professors, generating data about best practices to follow, worst practices to avoid, and benchmarks for particular tasks. Accordingly, academic time recording must be mandatory and collected pursuant to universal standards, even if it is put in place as a timelimited experiment.
Because we know so little about what law professors do and how they do it, voluntary time recording will be better than having no data at all. Voluntary and sporadic timekeeping, however, will not allow us to generate the aggregate data we need to produce insights regarding best practices and effective work habits. We need all law professors to record their time so we can have an understanding of how time is spent, and in turn, how to spend it more effectively and equally.
D. Autonomy and Academic Freedom
Many professors value professional autonomy and academic freedom as defining and fundamental values of academic life. Law professors often do not have control over what classes they teach, but they do have control over what and how they teach their courses (academic freedom), and they generally exercise near full control over their scholarship and service roles. Timekeeping, while not directly infringing on professors' autonomy and academic freedom, may nonetheless inform and shape these values. For example, if law professors were to keep time, some might shy away from teaching innovative timeconsuming classes for fear of being perceived as inefficient teachers who spend too many hours preparing for class, or might shy away from complex and timeconsuming research projects for fear of being perceived as under-productive scholars.
The concern that timekeeping might impact law professors' choices regarding their time is an important one. Indeed, the objective of timekeeping is to generate insights meant to inform and empower law professors' choices regarding their time and not to impede them, but at the same time concerns about autonomy and academic freedom should not be over-stated.
First, as Stanley Fish compellingly argues, "Independence from external impositions cannot mean that faculty members are unconstrained by a standard, and the standard that constrains them is not something faculty members should be free to nominate. . . . Freedom to teach . . . does not mean the freedom to say anything and call it teaching." 70 Similarly, the freedom to do scholarship does not mean the freedom to do nothing or anything and call it scholarship. Moreover, academic freedom properly understood, that is, the independence from external impositions, cannot mean that faculty members are unconstrained by a scholarly standard, and the standard that constrains them is not something faculty members should be free to nominate. Thus, to the extent that timekeeping constitutes a constraint on law professors' autonomy and academic freedom, the concern ought to be taken seriously while remembering that autonomy and academic freedom are not absolute values and that not every imposition on them is by definition unreasonable or undesirable.
Second, timekeeping is not a direct imposition on autonomy and academic freedom. It does not tell law professors how much time to work and how to spend it. Rather, it may indirectly shape and inform law professors' allocation of time in terms of what projects they may undertake or eschew. Indirect incentives in academia are not uncommon: some professors choose to teach overloads, either for additional pay or so they can bank credits and take some time off to pursue other academic tasks. Others who work in schools that provide financial incentives for publishing articles in top journals might eschew book projects, instead preferring to write articles and collect the bounties or attempt to write articles that are more likely to place in highly ranked journals.
Still, were law professors to record their time, it would be important to design timekeeping categories in a manner that would be unlikely to chill certain academic tasks and choices. Practicing lawyers experience pressure to bill their time to clients, chilling time spent on pro bono work, administrative tasks, training and mentoring, and service activities. While as long as academic timekeeping would be divorced from compensation consequences there would be no directly analogous reason to deter law professors from "billing" time to activities such as thinking about their research or developing new teaching techniques; recognizing such tasks as legitimate categories of timekeeping on par with activities such as "writing" and "teaching" could counteract the indirect incentive of timekeeping to avoid "thinking" as an unproductive activity and minimize its impact on autonomy and academic freedom.
Finally, as far as timekeeping may adversely affect autonomy and academic freedom, it should be noted that relative loss of autonomy and academic freedom by individual professors is already an ongoing phenomenon. 71 The news/local/education/university/regents-proposal-uw-will-track-corporatization of both academia in general and legal education in particular impacts the role and work of law professors. 72 Nor is the phenomenon unique to academic lawyers: attorneys, for example, partners at large law firms, have long experienced the relative decline of individual autonomy and corresponding rise in the power of centralized decision-making by the firm and of administrators within it, as well as by increasingly powerful clients and their in-house lawyers. 73 IV. THE POLITICS OF ACADEMIC TIMEKEEPING Not too much imagination is needed to recognize that academic timekeeping might be used by enemies of the academy, such as hostile legislators, to criticize professors and advance political agendas. For example, in December of 2017, a proposal pending before the University of Wisconsin's Board of Regents called for the adoption of a policy monitoring the number of hours faculty spend teaching and rewarding professors who teach more than a standard academic load, 74 arguably motivated in part by opponents of ("liberal") scholarship seeking to curtail it.
The proposal appears to suffer from several significant flaws. To begin with, it does not purport to measure teaching work habits but scrutinizes only one aspect of teaching in isolation, namely in-class instruction. 75 Yet, as this Essay explains, we already know professors' teaching loads. What we do not know and ought to find out more about is exactly what the proposal excludes: how much time and how professors prepare for class, how much time and how they spend time with students outside of the classroom, and how much time and how they spend time preparing, grading, and providing feedback to students.
As one faculty member noted colorfully in response to the proposal, "The Packers don't just work three hours on Sunday." 76 Next, the proposal focuses on one component of teaching to the exclusion of assessing time committed to scholarship and service. 77 As such, it risks generating partial and misleading information about what professors at the University of Wisconsin do.
Finally, and perhaps most alarmingly, by purporting to reward professors who teach more than a standard academic load, the proposal introduces the very tie between recorded time and compensation 78 that this Essay cautions against: the evil of the billable hour. Worse, the proposal introduces the tie in a manner that is likely to undermine quality teaching and undercut scholarship and service. One rewarded solely based on course loads faces an incentive to spend more time teaching and less time preparing classes and interacting with students, let alone researching and serving.
The shortcomings of the proposal notwithstanding, one can easily imagine that legislators supporting it or other measures like it might seize on this Essay and its thought experiment and mischaracterize it as supportive of their agenda of imposing in-class teaching targets at the expense of research, service, and other valuable aspects of teaching.
The likely political consequences of academic timekeeping, its possible manipulation and abuse included, certainly constitute a legitimate part of our thought experiment about the academic "billable" hour. If one thought, for example, that the costs associated with keeping time, namely increased political scrutiny that may result in pressure on research and service and the undermining of quality teaching, were likely to outweigh the benefits of enhanced knowledge about law professors' work habits and improved scholarship, teaching, and service, one might reasonably conclude that the world we live in now would be superior to an imaginary world in which timekeeping was the norm.
More generally, should a legal scholar abstain from even suggesting a thought experiment that might be used to undercut legal scholarship? "Our thoughts are ours; their ends, none of our own," Stanley Fish reminds us. In thinking about what law professors do, how little we know about their work habits, and how important and valuable it would be to learn more about how legal academia is practiced, getting "it" right includes imagining the possibility of academic timekeeping, exploring both its likely benefits and costs. The quite real possibility that such a thought experiment might be used by enemies of legal academia to ridicule and denounce academic work, and in particular, to curtail and challenge the value and quality of academic research, does not mean it ought not be pursued. It does mean, however, that one might attempt to prevent the manipulation or abuse of the thought experiment, for example, by pointing out how particular timekeeping proposals are inconsistent with it. 83 Another way of responding to likely political consequences is to limit the thought exercise to law professors as opposed to academics working in other disciplines. Law schools and their professors tend to be relatively insulated from pressures affecting other parts of the university. For example, whereas many professors outside of law schools experience increased pressures to teach, 84 at some law schools professors have recently been teaching less, with typical teaching loads decreasing from a standard annual load of twelve to eleven, ten, or even nine credits. 85 This is not to suggest, of course, that law schools are immune to political pressures, such as attacks on legal clinics and the types of clients and cases they represent, 86 but rather to point out that law schools and their faculties may be better positioned to withstand political pressures compared to their university counterparts. 96 may inform and improve the quality of the normative decisions law schools are facing.
As the preceding discussion suggests, it is critical to the effectiveness of any timekeeping scheme that it be grounded in thoughtful informational design, including universal categories of recorded time and training meant to minimize instances of cheating. The normative uncertainty clouding the future of legal academia introduces a chicken and an egg design problem: a lack of consensus concerning the normative objectives of law schools can thus thwart the development of a scheme of informational regulation by preventing agreement on what time categories law professors should record or by inducing compromises that may result in either incomplete or inapposite timekeeping.
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Yet normative uncertainty notwithstanding, and even in the face of divergent models of legal education emerging, we have a core conceptual understanding of what it is that law professors do. We just do not know whether and how law professors go about doing their job, and timekeeping will reveal invaluable diagnostic data that in turn may inform normative choices.
VI. CONCLUSION
Academic timekeeping by law professors can generate useful insights about work habits that may inform and improve legal academia. If all law professors were to record their time teaching, serving, and researching based on agreedupon time categories, we would know more about what law professors do and how they do it and would be able to generate benchmarks and best practices, which may inform individual decision-making by faculty members regarding how to allocate their time, as well as institutional decision-making by law schools about how to assess and allocate their human capital resources and how to effectively train and mentor junior colleagues.
Timekeeping, however, also has a dark, destructive side, as it may undercut the intellectual and contemplative culture of legal academia and may help create disincentives for thinking, unintentionally triggering and contributing to a process of replacing standards of quality and professional excellence with 96 . See supra notes 44-45 and accompanying text explaining the different time horizons of the diagnostic and destructive qualities of timekeeping.
97. Oldfather, supra note 31, at 786-87.
managerial reporting of hours. Indeed, the two sides of timekeeping, the diagnostic and destructive, may be inherently intertwined such that the very act of keeping academic time may undercut the core mission and objectives of legal academia. Law practice and lawyers' experience with the billable hour suggests some valuable lessons in terms of thinking about academic timekeeping. Scrutiny of the disadvantages of the billable hour in law practice reveals that they result to a significant degree from the tie between recorded time and compensation-a necessary and inherent relationship in law practice, which is unnecessary in legal academia. Law professors' timekeeping does not and should not play a significant role in compensation decisions; rather, it should inform work habit decisions of individual law professors and law schools. Divorcing the diagnostic from the punitive-that is, mandating academic timekeeping while liberating law professors from any compensation consequences attached to recorded time-may help address some of the concerns regarding the dark side of timekeeping by reducing the incentives of law professors to cheat. Moreover, the experience of lawyers with the formation of professional identity as well as the development of policies and procedures meant to encourage ethical timekeeping could be used in legal academia to render the diagnostic virtues of timekeeping more likely. Thus, a time-limited, mandatory national experiment with academic timekeeping based on universally agreed-upon time categories, supported by an apparatus of ethical timekeeping, and divorced from compensation consequences may avail legal academia of the diagnostic virtues of timekeeping while keeping its destructive qualities at bay.
Admittedly, recording time may provide enemies of the academia with powerful ammunition. It may, for example, be used by critics to demand increased teaching loads and restrict investment in research. Yet continued ignorance about what law professors do may be too high a price to pay for a false sense of security. Moreover, robust knowledge about law professors' work habits may inform normative discussions about what law professors should be doing, an important contribution given that such normative discussions are upon us.
